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A.  INTRODUCTION 
 

Housing is one of the fourteen goals of the Growth Management Act 

(GMA) for City Comprehensive Plans, stating: 

"Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all 

economic segments of the population of the state, promote a 

variety of residential densities and housing types, and 

encourage preservation of existing housing stock." 

The housing element considers the supply and condition of existing 

housing and analyzes housing needs for the City's current and projected 

population.  Policies address various topics including residential growth 

capacity, development of various housing types and densities to meet all 

population segment needs, and providing low-cost and affordable 

housing for residents.  These policies also seek to retain the community's 

small town qualities, advances a balance of jobs and housing, and 

support the environmental, social and economic objectives of other plan 

elements. The housing element is intended to guide housing retention 

and development in Snoqualmie over the next twenty years, and to meet 

the requirements of both King County CPPs and the Growth 

Management Act. 

 

GOAL  4: A broad range of durable and energy-efficient housing options are available for all income 

levels to  support a complete and sustainable community. 
 

 

B.  DRIVING FACTORS: HOUSING 

 
City housing policies and programs are driven by three main factors: achieving 

a jobs-housing balance, meeting legal housing requirements in the state, and 

housing preservation, all of which are underscored by housing diversity. 

 

Jobs-housing balance, also discussed in Economic Development Section H, is 

the attempt to match jobs and housing within City limits in both quantitative and 

qualitative terms, or both in numbers of housing units and the types of housing 

needed for different incomes and demographic segments of the population. The 

ultimate goal is housing that fits the community, making Snoqualmie a live, work, play community in deed as well as 

word. 

  

Housing policies are also driven by Growth Management Act (GMA) requirements, filtered through to King County 

Countywide Planning Policies (CPPS). CPPs require cities to plan for and provide policy support for affordable housing, 

including planning for general and affordable housing unit targets in the City. 

 

Housing preservation is also vital to Snoqualmie. Older and historic housing contains a large portion of the City’s existing 

affordable housing stock, as well as displaying some of the rich local City history. As such, it is advisable to support 

homeowners in maintaining their homes in good condition, both for their history and maintaining affordability. 

  
Ultimately, support for housing diversity affects all of the driving factors in housing. Families of multiple types of 

incomes, household sizes and cultural backgrounds wish to live in the City of Snoqualmie, and diverse housing helps 

provide for families of those diverse backgrounds and needs.  Diverse housing helps people filling different types of jobs 

in the City to also reside in the City, and helps provide the City character, in accord with GMA goals and the local vision.  

The Growth Management Act (GMA) 

requires the Housing Element to: 

¶ Recognize established 

neighborhood vitality & character; 

¶ Inventory and analyze existing & 

projected housing needs; 

¶ Have goals, policies & objectives 

for housing preservation, 

improvement and development; 

¶ Identify sufficient land for housing  

of various types; and 

¶ Make adequate provisions for 

existing & projected needs of all 

economic segments of the 

community. 

 

“Always design a thing by 

considering it in its next 

larger context - a chair in a 

room, a room in a house, a 

house in an environment, an 

environment in a city plan.”  

― Eliel Saarinen  
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C.  PROJECTED HOUSING NEEDS/CAPACITY 
 

As discussed in Land Use Element 7, Snoqualmie has the capacity to accommodate an additional 2,126 housing units by 

the year 2032, based on assumed densities and available land within mixed use and residential land use designations.   

 

Table 4.1* 

PROJECTED 2032 HOUSING UNIT GROWTH BY TYPE 

Projected Total Units - Middle Estimate 

 Snoq. Ridge I & II Snoq. Hills E & W Rest of City/UGA Total Units 

Single Family 

(74%) 

827 529 217 1,573 

Multifamily 

(26%) 

212 208 133 553 

Total Units 1,039 737 350 2,126 

*Assumptions from Land Use Element Table 7.6, Residential Development Capacity by Planning Area, using a 2010 base year. 

 

Counties planning under the Growth Management Act are required to establish household growth targets for each city in 

the county, representing the minimum number of households required to be accommodated in a 20-year planning period. 

Cities then demonstrate, through the Buildable Lands Program and their Comprehensive Plans, that they have sufficient, 

residentially zoned, developable land within their Urban Growth Ares to accommodate the minimum target.   

 

In 2010, the King County Growth Management Planning Council updated household and employment targets for all cities 

for the 2006-2031 period.  The target for Snoqualmie household growth was 1,615 new units; the City will meet its 

housing target with the build-out of Snoqualmie Ridge Phase II, as the development projected the provision of 2,318 

housing units and unit sales did not significantly begin until 2006. 1  The projected unit types listed in Table 4.1 are based 

on current, remaining Snoqualmie Ridge Phase II units, and the residential capacity of the rest of the UGA. 

 

 

D.  IDENTIFICATION OF LAND FOR HOUSING 
 

The land use designation maps, Figures 7.3 – 7.7, depict identified housing areas, including single family, constrained 

residential, planned residential, innovative master planned, and mixed use designations.  Government-assisted housing, 

housing for low-income families, group homes, foster care facilities and special needs housing are not restricted from any 

of these areas. Multifamily housing is allowed in mixed use and planned residential development areas, while accessory 

units and manufactured housing is allowed in all designations that permit single family uses.   

 

The below table identifies each residential designation’s developable acreage both in the City and Urban Growth Area.   

 

Table 4.2 

DEVELOPABLE RESIDENTIAL ACREAGE BY LAND USE DESIGNATION 

 Total Occupied but Constrained Unconstrained Total 

 Land Use Designation Acres Redevelopable Developable Developable Developable 

  Single Family Residential 173 87 0 43 130 

  Constrained Residential 637 38 39 41 118 

  Planned Residential 189 33 0 96 129 

  Mixed Use* 2,046 0* 0 253 253 

Total 3,045 158 39 433 630 

See Land Use Tables 7.2 & 7.6. for Developable Land Uses by Designation. Mixed Use total acres uses the total Table 7.2 acres.  

*For Mixed Use, the SRI & II occupied but developable acres are currently designated for commercial development. 

                                                           
1 The Mixed Use Final Plan (MUFP) for Snoqualmie Ridge Phase II had an allowance for 2,318 units. Plat 18, Parcel N-5 was approved in July 2005 

for 28 units; the next approval, for Plat 19, was in December 2005, necessitating that all Ridge II units (minus those first 28) were built in the range of 
housing target years, 2006-2031.  



H O U S I N G   4 - 4 

 

Snoqualmie 2032: Snoqualmie Comprehensive Plan . Updated 2014   

 

E.  HOUSING STOCK INVENTORY & ANALYSIS    

According to 2012 Assessor Data, Snoqualmie has a total of 3,943 Housing units, outlined in Table 4.3: Existing Housing 

Units, by Housing Type and City Area.2  Snoqualmie’s housing units are located in two areas, with 17% in Historic 

Snoqualmie, and 83% located in Snoqualmie Ridge and Kimball Creek Village.  

 

The original Historic Snoqualmie neighborhoods were platted in 1889, with 43% of the housing units built before 1939, 

and another 25% built between 1940 and the late 1970’s (2010 Census).  The Historic Snoqualmie housing stock is in 

good condition, considering its age and floodplain location; 74% of the housing stock is single family detached housing 

and 26% attached, cottage or multifamily.  Single family homes in Historic Snoqualmie are smaller, with one third having 

two or fewer bedrooms and an average square footage of 1,426 square feet.  About 3.5% of the Historic Snoqualmie 

housing units lack complete plumbing facilities and 1.6% lack complete kitchen facilities.   

 

As all of Snoqualmie Ridge housing was built in the last twenty years, the housing stock remains in average or good 

condition.  Housing in newer areas of the City consists predominantly of detached single family homes (82%), with the 

remaining 18% of units in attached duplexes/triplexes, townhouses, cottage/condos and multifamily apartments.  Homes 

in Snoqualmie Ridge are larger, the majority having three or four bedrooms, with an average of 2,792 square feet,3 about 

twice the average size of a house in Historic Snoqualmie.  

 

Table 4.3  

EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, BY TYPE AND CITY AREA* 

Type of Housing 

Unit 

Newer 

Snoqualmie**  

% of City 

Total 

Historic 

Snoqualmie 

% of City 

Total 

Total 

Units 

% of City 

Total 

Single Family 2,713 69% 495 13% 3,208 81% 

Duplex/Triplex 0 0% 45 1% 45  1% 

Townhouse 188 5% 0 0% 188 5% 

Cottage/Condo 249 6% 19 0% 268 7% 

Multifamily 120 3% 114 3% 234 6% 

Mobile Home 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 3,270 83% 673 17% 3,943  

* Data references 2012 Assessor Data; non-ACS 2010 Census data does not break down housing unit types.  

** Newer Snoqualmie is composed of Kimball Creek Village as well as Snoqualmie Ridge I & II.  

                                                           
2 There are various data sources that can be useful for estimating current households and their ancillary data; the 2010 census recorded 3,761 housing 
units, and the Office of Financial Management had estimated Snoqualmie had 3,997 housing units by 2012.  Assessors data provides additional 

housing unit data that is useful for compiling city housing inventories per King County Countywide Planning Policy guidance. 

3 Given that the Ridge is still being developed, final square footage data is not available for all housing units; this average represents the 72% of units 
with square footage data in newer city areas.  

Typical Housing in Historic Snoqualmie  Typical Housing in Snoqualmie Ridge 
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According to 2012 Assessor data, there are 114 apartment 

units (including four-plexes and six-plexes) and at least 84 

single family units that are believed to be rentals located in 

Historic Snoqualmie.  There are 120 units in the Echo 

Ridge Apartments and approximately 107 single family 

homes that are believed to be rentals in the newer areas of 

the City. 4 Altogether, these add to 425 rentals in the City, which is less than the 577 rental units recorded by the 2010 

Census.  It is believed that the  remaining 152 rental units are either rented duplexes/triplexes, and/or single family homes 

being rented which may not be discernible from local utility records on household ownership.  

 

In the 2010 Census, approximately 84% of Snoqualmie’s overall households were listed as owner-occupied (2,970 

households total), and 16% of Snoqualmie households were listed as rentals, or 577 units. This rental percentage falls 

below both the King County average, and the rental/ownership ratio of several smaller cities in east King County, though 

it is not the lowest ratio among nearby cities. The total City household count in Table 4.5 below is lower (and 

consequently, the rental percentage higher) than shown in Table 4.4, as it reflects 2010 census totals, and single family 

housing development has continued in the last two years. 

Table 4.5 

OWNERSHIP VS RENTALS, VARIOUS JURISDICTIONS, 2010 CENSUS 

 King 

County 

Snoqualmie Carnation Duvall Issaquah Maple 

Valley 

North 

Bend 

Woodinville 

Population 1,931,249 10,670 1,786 6,695 30,434 22,684 5,731 10,938 

Households # 789,232 3,547 631 2,224 12,841 7,679 2,210 4,478 

Owner-

Occupied  
59.1% 83.7% 73.5% 88.1% 65.6% 84.7% 60.8% 65.3% 

Rental  40.9% 16.3% 26.5% 11.9% 34.4% 15.3% 39.2% 34.7.% 

 

Additional information is available on Snoqualmie’s current 3,253 single family and duplex/triplex housing units based 

on 2012 Assessor Data.5  A breakdown of these 3,253 units by lot size and average house size provides a snapshot of the 

current stand-alone City housing stock. Table 4.6 shows the number of units in different lot size categories, and compares 

newer development areas with the historic area of the City. 

Table 4.6  

RESIDENTIAL LOTS BY TYPE, BY TYPE 

Residential Lot 

Type* 

Lot Range  

(sq ft) 

Newer 

Areas 
As a 

% 

Historic 

Area 
As  

a % 
Total 

in-

City 

As a 

% 

Lot 

Avg.   
(sq ft) 

House 

Size Avg. 
(sq ft) 

Bedroom 

Avg. # 

Small Lot  1,500 – 3,500 134 5% 6 1% 140 4% 2,895 1,725  2.8 

Cottage Lot 3,501 – 4,500 438 16% 46 9% 484 14% 4,104 2,052  3.3 

Neighborhood Lot  4,501 – 5,500 564 21% 51 9% 615 19% 5,068 2,318  3.4 

Manor Lot 5,501 – 6,500 533 20% 38 7% 571 18% 5,977 2,560  3.6 

Urban Estate Lot 6,501 – 8,000 490 18% 172 32% 662 20% 7,177 2,406 3.5 

Large Lot ** 8,001 – above 554 20% 227 42% 781 24% 11,667 2,636  3.7 

 Total: 2,713  540  3,253 
* Lot Type definitions adapted from the Stapleton neighborhood Master Plan (Denver, CO) & Snoqualmie Ridge Design Standards. 

Lot analysis only applies to Single Family, Duplex & Triplex data.  **The Large Lot type reports the mean of all entries minus 3% or 

21 downtown home entries. These large outliers of ~45,000 – 750,000 sq ft lots distort the mean; when included, it is 16,522 sq ft.  

                                                           
4 Table 4.4 Rental/Occupancy percentages reference 2010 Census Data, as no new designated for-rent housing as been built since 2010.  Rental single 

family, duplex and triplex units were estimated by tabulating taxpayer addresses that did not match the living unit address, indicating landlords living 
outside the City. Taxpayers whose address was listed nearby (North Bend, Issaquah and Carnation) were checked against water bill payers, and if the 

water bill payer was the same name as the taxpayer name, the unit was considered owner-occupied and removed as a rental unit. Units listing a 

financial/loan institution as the taxpayer were also not included, as these were assumed to be in foreclosure and intended for resale.   
5 Note: 2012 Assessor data contained 3,228 stand-alone units within Snoqualmie City limits; duplex/triplex units increased the total to 3,253 units. 

Housing Tenure Units As a Percentage 

Owner-Occupied Units 3,366 85% 

Rental-Occupied Units 577 15% 

Total 3,943  

Table 4.4 

CITY HOUSEHOLD OWNERSHIP VS RENTAL, 2010 
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As can be seen in Table 4.6, the Historic Downtown is composed predominately of larger lots, with 75% sized at 6,500 

sq. ft. or larger, primarily due to the older date of development for many of the lots, and restrictions on modern residential 

density increases due to their floodplain location.  The larger lot pattern does not necessarily indicate larger home in the 

downtown area, as can be seen in Table 4.7 below, however in general there is a correlation between increasing lot size 

and increased housing size.  There are also moderate gains in number of bedrooms with increases in lot size, though most 

lots average somewhere between three and four bedrooms regardless of the lot. 

 

The data available for some units did not include ancillary information such as housing square footage or number of 

bedrooms, potentially because housing is still rapidly developing in the City and may not have been captured in the last 

interval that Assessor data was collected.  For housing size, 727 records lacked housing square footage data, so housing 

totals will not match the 3,253 units reported on previously; however, reported averages correct for these data “holes” and 

provide the best snapshot available at this time.  

Table 4.7 

SINGLE FAMILY/DUPLEX/TRIPLEX HOUSING, BY SIZE 

Home Type House Size 

Range     

(sq ft) 

Newer 

Areas 
As a 

% 

Historic 

Area 
As a 

% 
Total  As a 

% 

House 

Size 

Avg. 

Lot 

Avg. 

Bedroom 

Avg 

Mini Home Under 500 0 0% 7 1% 7 0% 417 6,080 1.0 

Small Home 500 – 1,500 38 2% 322 60% 360 14% 1,127 10,918 2.6 

Below Average 1,501 – 2,000 305 15% 141 26% 446 18% 1,772 10,587 3.1 

Average Home 2,001 – 2,500 541 27% 38 7% 579 23% 2,303 6,607 3.4 

Above Average 2,501 – 3,000 509 26% 16 3% 525 21% 2,738 6,719 3.8 

Large Home 3,001– above 593 30% 16 3% 609 24% 3,673 9,696 4.2 

 Total: 1,986  540  2,526 

a6 

a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.8 shows housing unit size compared to affordability. There is a strong correlation between smaller housing square 

footage and reduced housing cost, though variables such as house age and condition interfere with drawing strong 

conclusions.  In general, though, houses are more expensive when larger.  

 

Not assessed in the Table 4.8 is a series of Cottage and Townhome housing units in the City, or smaller detached and 

attached housing units in a condominium arrangement, with the land held in common among the landowners.  In these 

units, the correlation between small housing square footage and reduced housing cost is stronger, despite variables such 

as house age and condition.  However, in such Cottage housing cases a new variable – the fact that the land is held in 

common – again impacts the correlation between housing size and affordability.  In general, however, the data indicates 

that strategies to incentivize smaller housing square footages and condos with land held in common may help support 

long-term housing affordability.  These strategies are further discussed in Section G, Affordable Housing. 

 

                                                           
6  US Census, “Median and Average Square Feet of Floor Area in New Single-Family Houses Completed by Location (1973 – 2011), “Characteristics 
of New Single-Family Houses Completed; http://www.census.gov/construction/chars/pdf/medavgsqft.pdf  

Table 4.7 shows that the Historic Area housing 

size is consistent with historical indicators, as 

60% of the housing units were built before 1970, 

when average house square footage was much 

smaller, even though family size was larger.   

Table 4.7 also shows that 56% of housing in 

newer areas exceeds the average 2010 Census 

median house square footage for new homes of 

2,169 square feet; the recorded median peak in 

new US housing size was around 2,277 ft2, and 

the recorded mean average peak was 2,521 ft2. 6 

2000 
 

Figure 4.1 Housing Size Over Time 

 

Average U.S. 

house size has 

doubled in the 

past 50 years. 

“The average size of new (U.S.) houses increased from about 1,100 

ft2 in the 1940s and 1950s to 2,340 ft2 in 2002. Factoring together 

the family size and house size statistics, we find that in 1950 houses 

were built with about 290 square feet per family ï whereas in 2003 

houses provided 893 square feet per family member …” 6 

1950 
 

http://www.census.gov/construction/chars/pdf/medavgsqft.pdf
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Table 4.8 

SINGLE FAMILY/DUPLEX/TRIPLEX, HOUSE SIZE AND AFFORDABILITY  

Affordability Levels (by AMI) 

Home Type House Size 

Range     

(sq ft) 

Newer 

Areas 
% in 

this 

Area   

Historic 

Area 
% in 

this 

Area   

Total  As a 

% 

V
er

y
 L

o
w

 
0

%
 -

 3
0

%
 

L
o

w
 

3
0
%

 -
 5

0
%

 

M
o

d
er

a
te

 
5

0
%

 -
 8

0
%

 

M
id

d
le

A
 

8
0
%

 -
 1

2
0

%
 

O
v

er
 M

ed
ia

n
 

1
2
0

 -
 1

8
0
%

 

H
ig

h
 

O
v

er
 1

8
0

%
 

Small Home Under 500 0 0% 7 1% 7 0% 0 5 1 1 0 0 

Cottage Home 500 – 1,500 38 2% 322 60% 360 14% 5 64 250 41 0 0 

Below Average 1,501 – 2,000 305 15% 141 26% 446 18% 0 1 91 352 2 0 

Average Home 2,001 – 2,500 541 27% 38 7% 579 23% 0 1 13 421 144 0 

Above Average 2,501 – 3,000 509 26% 16 3% 525 21% 0 0 0 121 404 0 

Large Home 3,001– above 593 30% 16 3% 609 24% 0 0 0 11 348 250 

 Total: 1,986  540  2,526 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This housing inventory is intended to fulfill recommended inventory attributes in the 2012 King County Countywide 

Planning Policies, Appendix 4, Housing Technical Appendix, which lists the following in this Section and the next:  

¶ Total housing stock & types of structures in the community; 

¶ Unit types and sizes (i.e., numbers of bedrooms per unit); 

¶ Housing tenure (rental vs. ownership housing); 

¶ Housing condition.  

 

See Section G. Affordable Housing, for the following: 

¶ Amount of housing at different price and rent levels, including rentȤ
restricted and subsidized housing; 

¶ Housing supply, including affordable housing, within designated 

Urban Centers and local centers; 

¶ Location of affordable housing within the community; 

¶ Redevelopment & reuse trends impacting affordable housing supply  

¶ Statistics on vacancy, occupancy and overcrowding; 

¶ Transportation costs as a component of overall housing cost burden. 

Condo Cottage and Townhouse Units  
not included in above assessment 

 

Aspen Village (Si Meadow Townhomes) 

Cottages at the Heights (SE Tibbits) 

Fairway Townhomes 

The Falls Condos 

Habitat for Humanity (Koinonia Ridge) 

Mt. Si Cottages  (Hancock Ave SE) 

Snoqualmie Gardens (SE Beta St.) 

Si Meadows Condominium (SE Sequoia Pl.) 

Magnolia Cottages (Magnolia Circle) 

Snoqualmie Ridge Cottages (SE Osprey Ct.) 

 

See the following sections for these 

Inventory Items 

¶ Capacity for additional housing by 

type, under current zoning: Section 

4.C. Project Housing Needs/ 

Capacity. 

¶ Neighborhoods with unique housing 

conditions or amenities: Community 

Character Section 5.E, Neighborhood 

Profiles. 

¶ Transit corridors are located in 

Transportation Element Figure 8.5. 

 

Figure 4.2: House Size & Affordability, 2012 
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F. FLOODWAY & FLOODPLAIN HOUSING 
 

Flooding has always affected housing in Snoqualmie, with a 

downtown entirely in the floodplain and large sections also in 

the floodway. Flooding and flood policy continue to affect downtown homes, affordable housing, and the economic well-

being of residents and business.  While other Plan elements delve into flood history and floodplain land uses, this section 

addresses how flood policy specifically affects the housing stock.  

 

In 1968 Congress created the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) under FEMA to provide a means for property 

owners to financially protect themselves. The NFIP offers flood insurance to homeowners, renters and business owners 

in participating NFIP communities, and also manages the Community Rating Sytem (CRS) – a voluntary program 

providing incentives for floodplain management exceeding minimum NFIP requirements. Flood insurance is federally 

mandated for buildings in high-risk flood areas with federally backed 

mortgages, disaster assistance or mitigation grants.  In July 2012, NFIP 

was reauthorized through 2017 under the Biggert Waters act (BW-12), 

but with reforms stimulated from the high costs of events like 

Hurricanes Katrina and Sandy. The reforms sought to increase NFIP 

financial stability, raise rates to reflect the true flood risk, and change 

how Flood Insurance Rate Map updates impact policyholders.  BW-12 

will have large impacts to downtown Snoqualmie, all of which is within 

the floodplain and hence part of the City’s Special Flood Hazard Area 

(SFHA) by FEMA.  For SFHA buildings that are not sufficiently above 

the 100-year Base Flood Elevation (BFE), BW-12 will: 

¶ Raise flood insurance rates 25% annually (until rates reflect 

true risk) for the properties that are: 

o Non-primary residences,  

o Business/non-residential, and  

o Repetitive Loss or Severe Repetitive Loss (RL/SRL). 

¶ Primary residences will keep their subsidized rates, unless or 

until one of the below occurs, at which time there is an 

immediate increase to the full risk rate: 

o The policy lapses, 

o Property suffers severe, repeated flood losses, 

o A new policy is purchased, or 

o The property is sold. It should be noted that this will 

impact property sales due to increased premiums. 

¶ In addition, there is a premium increase on all SFHA properties 

between 6-16%.  

Both private and public entities can take actions to reduce BW-12 

impacts. For instance, landowners may reduce costs by mitigating to 

decrease risk. In some cases, Elevation Certificates (ECs) may 

immediately reduce costs, though it may be inadvisable to obtain an EC 

prior to mitigation as it may determine that the house is at a low 

elevation, though this is still under debate.  

 

Snoqualmie has been working with the King County Flood Control District (FCD) on activities that would mitigate flood 

and BW-12 impacts, including pursuing grants to fund mitigation, providing technical assistance, and  maintaining (or 

increasing) the City’s CRS level which provides policyholder discounts. The FCD has pursued home elevations in areas 

of slow moving flood waters that not subject to geomorphic hazard. In general, the City would pursue acquisitions of 

substantially damaged properties and properties along the riverfront; the City has widely pursued and will continue to 

pursue elevations depending on changing CRS requirements and FEMA grant qualifications.  Based on non-engineering 

stamped assessments, the FCD has loosely identified housing elevations at the 100-year flood event level, which can help 

the City prioritize properties in subsequent elevation activities, based on voluntary participation, as houses at the lowest 

elevations will ultimately face the highest costs. 

Flooding is also discussed in Land Use Element 7, 

Section F. Floodplain Land Use, & Environment 

Element 6, Section G.3 Frequently Flooded Areas.   

 

Caveats 

The Biggert-Waters Act is one whose 

impacts are beginning to be felt across 

the U.S., and there are currently bills 

proposing to delay or modify the act 

and its community impacts.  

Regardless of how NFIP changes, BW-

12 generally implies that it is advisable 

for communities to redress lower-

elevation homes sooner, which is wise 

regardless of evolving NFIP policy. 

Accomplishments 

Estimating the houses mitigated, and 

those remaining to be mitigated, is 

challenging due to older/uncertain 

records, and multiple stakeholders who 

report within different boundaries.  

Generally, it is estimated that there are 

at least 285 houses remaining requiring 

elevation. Including mitigations in-

process as of 2014, the City can report:  

¶ 132 Home Elevations; FCD separately 

reports 42 for the City & its UGA  

¶ 47 Acquisitions; FCD separately 

reports 25 for the City & its UGA 

¶ Maintaining a CRS rating of 5 which 

equates to a 25% Flood Insurance 

Discount for all city policy holders.  
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Figure 4.3 King County 100 Year Flood, Elevation Analysis, City of Snoqualmie & UGA Floodplain 

 

This map is not from a stamped engineering assessment and is for reference purposes only 
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G.  AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

  

Providing adequate housing for all economic segments of the 

community requires the establishment and preservation of a range of 

housing types, sizes and prices to suit different incomes and types of 

households.  Typically the market provides very well for those in the 

middle and upper income brackets.  People in low-income brackets 

often have a more difficult time finding housing.   

 

Affordable Housing is housing (including utilities) which costs 30% 

or less of a household’s monthly income. While this is a general term 

that may include housing affordable to a wide range of income 

levels,7 the term “Affordable Housing” is commonly used to refer to 

various brackets of housing affordable to households earning 80 

percent or less of the King County Area Median Income (AMI). King 

County Countywide Planning Policies establish a methodology for 

cities to plan for target percentages of total housing stock affordable 

to different income brackets. These targets apply to all jurisdictions 

in King County, and are based on Census Bureau estimates of 

Countywide housing needs.  Accordingly, the City of Snoqualmie has 

adopted these affordability targets.  It should be noted, however, that 

beyond their representation of a countywide need, these targets also 

likely represent a local need for additional housing affordable to 

persons of lower incomes.   

 

The 2007 –2011 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate 

predicted that 40.6% of owner-occupied households and 35.4% of 

rental households paid more than thirty percent of their household 

income for housing costs in the City. This percentage is an increase 

over the 23.2% of owner-occupied households and identical 35.4% 

rental households noted in the 2000 Census.  By comparison, in all 

of King County 37.2% of rental households and 40.9% of owner-

occupied households paid more than thirty percent of their household 

income for housing costs. This does not mean that this proportion of 

the population falls into low-AMI brackets, but instead that this 

proportion of the population is bearing a heavier housing cost burden 

than desirable, possibly due to high mortgage costs. Local housing 

needs are discussed further in Section G.3, Demographics & Senior 

Housing. 

Definition of Terms 

¶ Area Median Income:  Annual household income for the Seattle-Bellevue Metro Area published by HUD.8 

¶ Household:      One or more related or unrelated individuals occupying a housing unit. 

¶ Very Low-Income:      King County Households with an income between   0% to 30% of the AMI.9 

¶ Low-Income:     King County Households with an income between 30% to 50% of the AMI. 

¶ Moderate Income:     King County Households with an income between 50% to 80% of the AMI. 

¶ Middle Income:     King County Households with an income between 81% to 120% of the AMI. 

                                                           
7 Affordable Housing defined on pg 8. King County, “King County Comprehensive Plan 2012,  Technical Appendix B: Housing,” September, 2012, 

www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth/CompPlan/2012Adopted.aspx , accessed April 26, 2013. Note: there are differences in how 
affordable housing is calculated in rental housing and ownership housing. 

8 HUD: U.S. Department of Housing &Urban Development. AMI from King County, “King County Comprehensive Plan 2012,” pg 8, IBID. 

9 CPPS note Housing Income definitions provided in Appendix 4, pg 55;   King County, “King County Countywide Planning Policies, November 
2012,” Amended December 3, 2012, www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth/GMPC/ProposedCPPs.aspx , accessed April 26, 2013.  

Affordable vs. Low-Income Housing 

The words “affordable” and “low income” 

are often used interchangeably in regards 

to housing, however Low-Income housing 

is technically defined and quantified by 

HUD and housing subsidy programs. In 

addition, HUD and PSRC may utilize 

different definitions, as HUDs subsidized 

housing standard is different than what is 

affordable on the market. 

American Community Survey 

The American Community Survey (ACS), 

begun in 2005, is similar to the previous 

“long form,” used in the 2000 Census. The 

US Census long form was issued to select 

households to sample extended population 

data in a single year, such as employment, 

income and housing status. 

Rather than providing a 1-year “snapshot” 

of an area as was done with the old long 

form, the 1-year, 3-year and 5-year ACS 

estimates average data collection over 

their representative years.  Unfortunately, 

areas with populations under 20,000 can 

only access the 5-year average ACS data. 

While ACS is useful for providing 

continuous demographic profiles for 

larger and slow-growing areas, ACS data 

is not as accurate for small & fast growing 

communities, as data may change at a 

faster rate than the average 5-year period 

for which ACS reports. However, it is still 

one of the more reliable sources for data 

reporting, and warrants consideration. 

 

  

 

 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth/CompPlan/2012Adopted.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth/GMPC/ProposedCPPs.aspx
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G.1 AFFORDABLE HOUSING STOCK  

Countywide affordable housing targets, which 

the City has adopted locally, can be translated 

to net unit goals of current and future projected 

housing units. The following tables 

incorporate available data sources to estimate 

the number of For-Sale housing units provided 

within each AMI bracket.  Following, these 

totals are compared to King County affordable 

housing targets. 

Table 4.10 

OVERALL FOR-SALE HOUSING STOCK, BY AMI AFFORDABILITY LEVEL 

Income Level AMI % Housing Price 

Range 

Units in 

Newer 

Areas 

% in this 

Area   

Units in 

Historic 

Area 

% in this 

Area   
Total  As a 

% 

Very Low   0% – 30%      $99,699 & Under 19 1% 5 1% 24 1% 

Low 30% – 50%      $99,700 – $166,199 31 1% 71 13% 102 3% 

Moderate 50% – 80% $166,200 – $265,999 209 7% 373 67% 582 16% 

Middle Income 80% – 120% $266,000 – $399,999 1,212 39% 96 17% 1,308 35% 

Over Median 120% – 180%  $400,000  – $599,999  1,324 42% 12 2% 1,336 36% 

High Over 180% Over $600,000 357 11% 0 0% 357 10% 

  Total: 3,152  557  3,709 

 

 

Table 4.11 FOR-SALE SINGLE FAMILY/DUPLEX/TRIPLEX ONLY, BY AMI  

Income Level AMI % Housing Price 

Range 

Units in 

Newer 

Areas 

% in this 

Area   

Units in 

Historic 

Area 

% in this 

Area   
Total  As a 

% 

Very Low   0% – 30%      $99,699 & Under 0 0% 5 1% 5 0% 

Low 30% – 50%      $99,700 – $166,199 0 0% 71 13% 71 2% 

Moderate 50% – 80% $166,200 – $265,999 6 0% 357 66% 363 11% 

Middle Income 80% – 120% $266,000 – $399,999 1,028 38% 95 18% 1,123 35% 

Over Median 120% – 180%  $400,000  – $599,999  1,322 49% 12 2% 1,334 41% 

High Over 180% Over $600,000 357 13% 0 0% 357 11% 

  Total: 2,713  540  3,253 

Table 4.12 FOR-SALE COTTAGE/CONDO/TOWNHOMES ONLY, BY AMI 

Income Level AMI % Housing Price 

Range 

Units in 

Newer 

Areas 

% in this 

Area   

Units in 

Historic 

Area 

% in this 

Area   
Total  As a 

% 

Very Low   0% – 30%      $99,699 & Under 19 4% 0 0% 19 4% 

Low 30% – 50%      $99,700 – $166,199 31 7% 0 0% 31 7% 

Moderate 50% – 80% $166,200 – $265,999 219 47% 16 84% 219 48% 

Middle Income 80% – 120% $266,000 – $399,999 184 42% 1 11% 185 40% 

Over Median 120% – 180%  $400,000  – $599,999  0 0% 2 5% 2 0% 

High Over 180% Over $600,000 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

  Total: 437  456  456 

Values assumed sales prices would be 15% higher than assessed values land + improvements, based on 2012 & 2013 city sales reports. 

                                                           
10 King County, “King County Comprehensive Plan …,” IBID; pg 12 for HUD levels. Average HH is 2.4 persons. 80% AMI uses capped level. 

Income 

Level 

AMI % County Target:  

Total Housing 

Stock 

Percentages 

2011 HUD Income 

Levels for Avg. Size 

Household  

Very Low   0% – 30%  12% $0 – $21,890 

Low 30% – 50%  12% $21,891 – $36,490 

Moderate 50% – 80% 16% $36,491 – $53,96010 

Table 4.9 

KING COUNTY AFFORDABLE HOUSING GOALS &  

HUD HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
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Rentals, Group Quarters, Financially-Assisted, Emergency and Transitional Housing  

Generally not tabulated in the affordable unit counts are 

rental units.  This is partially due to the fact that rental unit 

rates in the City are largely unknown. A majority of 

multifamily complexes in the City are small and dispersed, 

extending the time for individual data collection; the larger 

multifamily complexes, including the Echo Ridge 

Apartments and future Woodlands Apartments, have or will 

have average rents exceeding the rental limits listed at right. 

The other reason for not tabulating rental rates is the over 

150 unidentified stand-alone housing units that are 

potentially rented out and not currently identified in the City 

(See Section E. Housing Stock Inventory & Analysis). Without a reliable source to identify these units, they are difficult 

to incorporate systemically, and attempts to do so may lead to double-counting.  As the method for inventorying affordable 

units improves, the City may choose to update its housing inventory with rental unit counts and report on affordable units 

in the housing inventory.  Future units with rents set at affordable levels are included in assessing future housing 

projections. 

One exception in rental tabulation is the 30-unit Pickering Ct. rental 

complex, to which King County Housing Authority provides subsidies. 

Pickering Court provides 9 three-bedroom units, 17 two-bedrooms, and 

four 1-bedroom units, with vouchers that either require below 80% or 

below 30% of the Area Median Income.   Besides Pickering Ct., there 

are no other financially-assisted or emergency housing options in the 

City. In 2012 the Friends of Youth opened an emergency overnight 

shelter with beds for up to 6 short-term residents to seve local homeless 

young adults, but this operation did not renew its temporary licensing. 

The US 2010 census also reports no person living within senior assisted housing or any form of group quarters in the City 

of Snoqualmie   

G.2  AFFORDABLE HOUSING TARGETS  

The below table illustrates the King County Affordable Housing Target percentages as applied to 2010 Census and 2032 

estimated housing unit counts.  

Table 4.14 

SNOQUALMIE AFFORDABLE HOUSING TARGETS, BY AMI 

Income 

Level 

% of King 

County 

AMI 

Affordable 

Housing  

Target %11  

(of housing 

stock) 

2010 

Census 

Household 

Total 

Affordable 

Housing 

Target HHs 
(households) 

2032 

Estimated 

Housing 

Count 

2032 

Affordable 

Housing 

Target HHs 

Very Low    0% – 30%  12%  

3,761 

451 HHs 

5,887* 

728 HHs 

Low  30% – 50%  12%  451 HHs 728 HHs 

Moderate  50% – 80% 16% 602 HHs 971 HHs 

 Affordable 

HH Target 

Total  

1,504 

Households 

 
2,428 

Households 

* City Buildable Lands analysis indicates that a household gain of approximately 2,126 units will be achieved by 2032. Current 

counts are based on 2010 Census & Office of Financial Management reports of 3,761 units. Note, this is different than the report on 

occupied housing units (units with people living in them), last reported at 3,547.  

                                                           
11 DPER, “2012 King County Countywide Planning Policies, “Appendix 4: Housing Technical Appendix, pg 55, November 2012; Amended 
December 3,2012 www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth/GMPC/CPPs.aspx   

Income Level AMI % Housing Rental 

Range 

Very Low   0% – 30%          $499 & Under 

Low 30% – 50%          $500 – $849 

Moderate 50% – 80% $850 – $1,370 

Middle Income 80% – 120%    $1,370 – $1,999 

Over Median 120% – 180%  $2,000  & Over  

Table 4.13 

RENTAL LIMITS BY AMI AFFORDABILITY  

In King County in 2009, “36% of 

households headed by a single mother 

with children under five years of age 

were poor. More than one in seven 

children (14.6 %) under five years of 

age lived in a poor household.” -- King 

County Comprehensive Plan 2012, 

Technical Appendix B: Housing,” pg. 37 
 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth/GMPC/CPPs.aspx
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The below tables compare King County Affordable Housing Target percentages (applied to 2010 Census and 2032 

estimated housing unit counts) to current and future known households falling within AMI target brackets. The results 

illustrate the current and predicted future gap between the level and types of affordable housing currently provided in the 

City, and what the City policies would like to see offered within the municipality.  

Table 4.15 

SNOQUALMIE AFFORDABLE HOUSING TARGETS, ESTIMATED 2010 GAP  

Income 

Level 

% of King 

County 

AMI 

HH  

Target 

% by 

AMI 

2010 

Census 

HH 

Total 

Affordable 

HHs Target 

 

Current 

HHS in 

Targets, 

For-Sale  

Current 

HHS in 

Targets, 

For-Rent 

Current 

HHs by 

AMI % 

Affordable 

HHs Target, 

Remaining 

Gap  

Very Low    0% – 30%  12%  

3,761 

451 HHs 24 0 1% 427 HHs 

Low  30% – 50%  12%  451 HHs 102 0 3% 349 HHs 

Moderate  50% – 80% 16% 602 HHs 582 30* 16% 0 HHs 

 Affordable 

HH Target 

Total 

1,504 

Households 
 

Current 

Affordable HH 

Total Gap 

776 

Households 

* Pickering Ct. for-rent housing; subsidized housing only going to qualifying households either below 80% or 30% of AMI. See 

Table 4.10 for qualifying affordable units. 

Table 4.16* 

SNOQUALMIE AFFORDABLE HOUSING TARGETS, ESTIMATED 2032 GAP  

Income 

Level 

% of King 

County 

AMI 

HH  

Target 

% by 

AMI 

2032 

HH 
Estimate  

Affordable 

HHs 

Target 

 

Current 

HHs in 

Target, 

For-Sale  

Current 

HHS in 

Target, 

For-Rent 

Future 

HHs in 

Target, 

For-Rent 

Future 

est. 

HH by 

AMI 

% 

Future 

Affordable 

HHs 

Target, 

Gap  

Very Low    0% – 30%  12%  

5,887 

706 HHs 24 0 0 0% 682 HHs 

Low  30% – 50%  12%  706 HHs 102 0 0 2% 604 HHs 

Moderate  50% – 80% 16% 942 HHs 582 30** 120*** 14% 210 HHs 

 Affordable 

HH Target 

Total 

2,355 HHs 

  
Future Affordable 

HH Total Gap 
1,497 HHs 

*Land Use Table 7.6 reports a 2,126 unit gain projected in the twenty year planning period; tassumption 26 notes this is based on a 

2010 housing unit count. As such, affordable housing projectionsalsouse the 2010 census. See Section 4.E. Housing Stock Inventory 

& analysis for the current housing unit count, analysis and assumptions. 

* *  Pickering Ct. for-rent housing; subsidized housing only goes to qualifying households either below 80% or 30% of AMI.  

** *  This assumes 120 affordable rental housing units required for development under SRII will be developed at the 60% AMI level. 

Overall, after current and projected low income rental housing is accounted for, approximately 1,332 additional for-sale 

and for-rent households are needed in the various Very Low, Low and Moderate Income tiers, beyond what is already 

provided in the City or will be provided in the near future.  
Affordability: Other Factors  

There are other aspects of affordable housing that 

impact city policy and program decisions.  One 

concern is ensuring that low-cost housing intended 

for low-income households is obtained by those with 

qualifying low incomes.  Another concern is retaining 

affordability over time, as low-cost housing may 

quickly appreciate to higher prices; many funders 

require affordability retention for ~50 years. Lastly, 

household size affects housing costs (ie. number of 

bedrooms). While current targets do not address 

household size save for urging unit diversity, future 

analysis may address this concern.  

  

 

 

Other Statistics Influencing Affordability 

The US Census 2007-2011 ACS 5-year estimates on Housing 

Characteristics indicate the City has low vacancy and 

overcrowding rates: 

¶ The homeowner vacancy rate is 0.9%; 

¶ The rental vacancy rate is 3.6%; 

¶ Only 1.6% of units were reported with 1.01-1.5 

Occupants Per Room; 

¶ No units were reported with more than 1.51 Occupants 

Per Room. 
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G.3 DEMOGRAPHICS & SENIOR HOUSING  

As part of the Comprehensive Plan update, the Planning Commission requested information on persons with disabilities 

and Low-Income Seniors, the need to plan for housing for these population segments, and its relation to affordable housing 

needs.  

 

According to Census reports, 19% of the US population was living with a 

disability, and 12% of the population had a severe disability in 2010.12 

The frequency of disability increases with age, a trend noted both 

nationally and locally. In 2009, approximately 9.3% of non-

institutionalized King County residents had some type of disability, but 

among those over 64 years, disability levels jump to 36%, and 9% with a 

self-care disability.13 In addition to increased disability concerns, seniors 

also often faced decreasing incomes, increasing the senior population in 

various low-income tiers. Nationwide, from May 2011 to August, 2012, 

the U.S. Census Bureau reported that 33% of the 2.1 million people 

participating in Public Housing or the Section 8 rental subsidy programs 

were elderly (with and without disabilities).14 In King County, elderly 

households make up 28% of Section 8 participants.15  

 

The increased presence of seniors changes demand for different housing types and affordability levels. Approximately 

48% of senior King County households are single person households, and  half of all seniors in 2009 earned an annual 

income of $43,500 or less, contrasting the 2009 median King County income of $68,400. Approximately 41% of King 

County senior households had incomes of less than $35,000 per year (50-60% AMI), and although seniors sometimes do 

not face mortgage payments, they still face property taxes, utilities, home maintenance costs, not to mention increasing 

health care needs. In King County, the greatest 2010 percentage growth was those aged 65 to 74. Accounting for aging 

baby boomers (those born 1945 to 1964) and increased average lifespan, King County may grow by 200,000 seniors in 

the next fifteen to twenty years, possibly doubling the senior population cohort.16  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
12 US Census, “Americans with Disabilities: 2010,” Table 1, www.census.gov/hhes/www/disability/sipp/disable10.html, accessed 9/20/12. 
13 King County, “King County Comprehensive Plan 2012,  Technical Appendix B: Housing,” September, 2012, IBID  

14 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), “Resident Characteristics Report,” 

hudapps.hud.gov/public/picj2ee/Mtcsrcr?category=rcr_units&download=false&count=0&sorttable=table1, accessed September 25, 2012. 
15 Ibid, HUD, “Resident Characteristics Report.” 

16 King County Department of Community and Human Services, “King County Comprehensive Plan 2012, Executive Recommended Draft:  

Technical Appendix B: Housing,” March 1, 2012, www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth/CompPlan/2012_ExecRec.aspx, accessed on 
September 27, 2012, page 26-27. 

“The significant number of elderly 

households and persons with some 

level of disability indicates an 

increasing need to have housing that 

is accessible to those whose mobility, 

sight, or hearing is impaired. 

Universally-designed housing, 

whether single or multi-family, can 

provide the flexibility to accommodate 

the changing needs of aging adults.”  

– King County Comprehensive Plan, 

Housing Technical Appendix pg.31 

 

Figure 4.4: Age 

Cohorts by 

Percent, 

Snoqualmie & 

King County 2010 

 

http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/disability/sipp/disable10.html
https://hudapps.hud.gov/public/picj2ee/Mtcsrcr?category=rcr_units&download=false&count=0&sorttable=table1
http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth/CompPlan/2012_ExecRec.aspx
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In comparison to King County, Snoqualmie does not have as large senior population at present. As can be seen in Figure 

4.2, King County has a population swell in age groups 25 to 60 that will age and dispense some of that population into 

older cohorts.  In comparison, Snoqualmie has a distinct concentration of youth aged 1-9, as well as a proportionately 

larger share of adults aged 30 to 45.  However, over the next twenty years all cohorts currently aged 40+ will progress 

towards a senior phase of life, some in good health and some needing varying degrees of assistance to carry out daily 

tasks.    

 

Although the City is unable at this time to do a proper population age cohort 

progression, it can reasonably be assumed that without additional housing 

unit types, not all those aging in Snoqualmie will be able to continue 

residing in Snoqualmie.  Currently, 7% of the population is over age 60, 

and another 13% is age 40 or over, and will hence age to 60+ in the 20-

year trajectory of this plan.  While these percentages will shift due to in-

migration, out-migration and mortality, these figures provide a sense of the 

potential aging population in coming years. 

 

The provision of assisted-living housing units would help support 

continued residence of an older population, as would smaller square-

footage houses for couples looking to downsize after children have moved 

out. Currently, for the first population, those requiring assisted senior 

living have the options of Red Oak or the Mt. Si Transitional Health Center 

in North Bend, the only known senior-assisted housing facilities in the 

Valley; the closest assisted-living facilities beyond these are in Issaquah.  

One tool that may be helpful to address disabilities for in the senior 

population is to support Universal Design in future housing programs (see 

right), increasing the functionality of housing units for occupants over 

time.   

 

Although the City has not set a numeric goal for senior housing, as that would require market analysis at the time of 

development, the topic is addressed under the  Innovative Mixed Use planned land use in the Snoqualmie Hills West 

Planning area. For more information, see Land Use element 7, Section H.3 Mixed Use and Section E.1 Snoqualmie Hills 

East & West Planning Area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Universal Design 

In PSRC Vision 2040, cities are 

encouraged to support Universal 

Design, or “Designing products to be 

usable by all people to the greatest 

extent possible – regardless of special 

needs or age –without requiring 

adaptation or specialized design.” 

Examples of Universal Design include 

housing units with at least one no-step 

entrance; ground floor bedrooms; 

wheelchair-friendly floor plans; lever-

handles; and wheelchair-accessible 

light switches and surfaces.  Requiring 

a Universal Design option in housing 

developments increases the potential 

for construction of independent 

senior-friendly units.   

  

-100,000 -80,000 -60,000 -40,000 -20,000 0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000

Under 5 

5 to 9  

10 to 14  

15 to 19  

20 to 24  

25 to 29  

30 to 34  

35 to 39  

40 to 44  

45 to 49  

50 to 54  

55 to 59  

60 to 64  

65 to 69  

70 to 74  

75 to 79  

80 to 84  

85 to 89  

90 & over

Distribution by Age and Sex:  King County, 2010   

MALE FEMALE
Pleaseignore negative sign before numbers.  In order to display 
female and male population  in an age cohort chart  such as this, 

one set of numbers must be assigned a negative value.  

Figure 4.5: King County & Snoqualmie Population Cohorts, 2010 
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G.4 TRANSPORTATION: A COMPONENT OF HOUSING COST  

The Countywide Planning Policies, Appendix 4: Housing Technical Appendix, 

states that a housing supply inventory should include, “Transportation costs as a 

component of overall cost burden for housing within the community…”. Although no methodology is suggested for 

transportation expense accounting, commuting can influence both housing location decisions as well as the expenses 

incurred by inhabitants, depending on the proximity to one’s place of employment and mode of travel selected. 

 

One of the most consistent assessments of travel costs by car comes from the American Automobile Association (AAA), 

which quoted that the average cost of car ownership in 2013 was $9,122 per year, or about $760 per month, based on 

15,000 miles of annual driving.17 The assessment quoted approximate annual spending of $2,150 in gas; $1,000 in 

insurance; $900 on tires & maintenance, $600 on licensing, registration & taxes; $850 financing charges; and about $3,500 

depreciation.  Aside from depreciation, this means that an average of $5,550 direct annual cost would fall on a majority 

of households with an individual working in Redmond, Kirkland or Seattle, or sometimes close to double these costs if 

two or more members of a household were commuting to jobs outside the City.  

 

Commuting accounts for a large portion the 15,000 annual miles assessed by the AAA report, with the remainder likely 

made by school drop-offs, chores using a car, and social outings. Investigating the implication of commuting costs directly 

helps provide context for many concerns addressed throughout the comprehensive plan including jobs-housing balance; 

household cost-burden and the need for affordable housing; the impact of commuting miles in greenhouse gas generation; 

and the need to support alternative travel modes including carpooling, bicycling and transit-use.   

Table 4.17 

CAR COMMUTE, COST ESTIMATES FOR EXAMPLE EMPLOYMENT CENTERS  

Example 

Job 

Location18 

Avg. 

Commute 

Time  

(One Way) 

Avg. 

Distance 

in Miles 

Miles 

for 5 

Days/ 

Wk 

(Both 

Ways) 

Miles 

for 50 

Wks/ 

Year  

Hours in 

Traffic/ 

Year 

% of 

15,000 

Miles  

Annual 

Commute 

(Direct 

Cost) 

Monthly 

Direct 

Cost 

Monthly 

Direct 

Cost, 

Doubled 

Issaquah 15 min. 12.4 124 6,200 125 hours 41.3% $2,294.41 $191.20 $382.40 

Kirkland 36 min.  26.0 260 13,000 300 hours 86.7% $4,810.87 $400.91 $801.81 

Redmond 37 min. 27.3 273 13,650 308 hours 91.0% $5,051.41 $420.95 $841.90 

Seattle, 

Downtown 

35 min. 25.8 258 12,900 292 hours 86.0% $4,773.86 $397.82 $795.64 

Snoqualmie 

Downtown 

8 min. 0.5 5 250 67 hours 1.7% $92.52 $7.71 $15.42 

Snoqualmie 

Ridge 

13 min. 3.2 32 1,600 108 hours 10.7% $592.11 $49.34 $98.68 

 

As can be seen by the above table, an individual commuting to a job outside the City by car could be facing between $200 

– $400 in average monthly average costs, or up to $850 in direct average monthly commuting costs if each adult of two-

parent household has a job 27 miles away or more. These costs make it difficult for low and very-low income households 

to afford a car, contributing an excessive additional burden to housing costs. Also of note are the productive hours lost to 

commutes; using an 8-hour work day, the commutes to locations outside the City show an equivalent loss of between 16 

– 40 work days a year. 

 

Table 4.18 

                                                           
17 American Automobile Association (AAA), “Your Driving Costs: How Much Are You Really Paying to Drive?,” 2013 Edition, 

http://newsroom.aaa.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/YourDrivingCosts2013.pdf , accessed May 13, 2013, Pg. 5. 

18 Example Job Location used City Hall addresses to estimate housing burdens; average commutes added 5 min each for parking time; 50 weeks/yr 
selected for 2 weeks average vacation & sick time. 

See Transportation Element 8 for 

more on Transportation.  

 

http://newsroom.aaa.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/YourDrivingCosts2013.pdf
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CAR COMMUTE COSTS, AS PERCENTAGE OF AMI MONTHLY IMCOME  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

There are multiple ways to help ease the cost burdens of auto commuting 

on households, including:  

¶ Supporting Location-Efficient Mortgages for  future 

Employees; 

¶ Supporting Affordable Housing development in the City; 

¶ Promoting the use of alternative travel modes; 

¶ Policies to support Jobs-Housing Balance within the City. 
 

At present a majority of known affordable housing supply is located within easy walking distance of Metro transit routes, 

notably Route 215 that runs along the Parkway and SR 202, though transit times can be run over an hour one-way to 

Seattle itself, with the last departures from the City leaving at 8 am, and the last return trip leaving at 7 pm, with no 

weekend service.  Those without a car who work weekend or later shifts would be forced to find alternative travel modes; 

the study, A Heavy Load: the Combined Housing and Transportation Burdens of Working Families20 provides extended 

review of the topic should further context be desired. 

 

 

G.5  HOUSING PRESERVATION & IMPROVEMENT  

In the coming years, supporting housing 

maintenance and preservation will be of increasing 

importance for much of the City’s housing. The 

oldest homes in Snoqualmie Ridge are now a 

decade old, and many homes in Historic 

Snoqualmie are several decades old; some are over 

a hundred years in age (at present, at least 232 

houses in the City are at least 75 years old). Some 

houses may fall into states of extreme disrepair, 

making renovation economically prohibitive, but 

overall it is prudent to support the maintenance of 

older houses with good character. 

 

Connecting with groups and providing education to 

support maintenance will help to keep housing 

stock in good condition, for both homeowners and 

those renting housing units. The City may support 

more extensive programs to redress housing 

preservation; certainly, regular monitoring of the 

City housing stock will be key to detecting 

problems early, and spurring research to address unique issues. In Historic Snoqualmie, floodway and floodplain 

regulations notably limit new improvements to existing homes, but these neighborhoods continue to provide not only 

distinctive community character, but an attractive and affordable housing option for younger families, which have become 

a dominant segment of the City population.  

                                                           
19 King County, “King County Comprehensive Plan …,” IBID; pg 12 for HUD levels. Average HH is 2.4 persons. 80% AMI uses capped level. 
20 Center for Housing Policy, October 2006 publication, http://www.cnt.org/repository/heavy_load_10_06.pdf , accessed  May 14, 2013. 

Income 

Level 

AMI % 2011 HUD Income 

Levels for Avg. Size 

Household  

Range of 

Monthly 

Income  

$400 Commute 

as a % of 

Monthly Income 

$800 Commute 

as a % of 

Monthly Income 

Very Low   0% – 30%  $0 – $21,890 $0 – $1,824 Up to 22% Up to 44% 

Low 30% – 50%  $21,891 – $36,490 $1,825 – $3,041 13% – 22% 26% – 44% 

Moderate 50% – 80% $36,491 – $53,96019 $3,042 – $4,497 9% – 13% 18% – 26% 

Location Efficient Mortgage 

“A program that allows consumers to 

qualify for certain mortgages based on 

potential transportation cost savings by 

living in a denser urban area with 

transit service, or closer to places of 

employment.”-PSRC Vision 2040, G-6 

Single-Family House in Historic Snoqualmie 

http://www.cnt.org/repository/heavy_load_10_06.pdf
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G.6 HISTORY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Like most communities in the Puget Sound region, Snoqualmie has 

experienced increasing demand for affordable housing in recent years.  

The local employment base in the last three decades has shifted from a timber and natural resource-based economy to one 

dominated by office employment with sometimes higher incomes, though a significant need still exists for affordable 

housing, particularly to accommodate increasing lower-paying jobs.  At the same time as demand has increased, housing 

supply in Snoqualmie has shifted substantially toward larger and more expensive homes.  

 

In 2000, the median gross rent for renter-occupied housing units in Historic Snoqualmie was $813, whereas today’s 

median monthly rent for the City is listed $1,629.  In 2000, the average owner-occupied housing unit in the City and 

Historic downtown was $172,900, and the average Snoqualmie Ridge home sale price was $315,914; today, the listed 

median home value for the City is $468,400.  For regional comparison, the median gross rent in King County was $758 

in 2000 and is $1,060 today, and the median owner-occupied housing unit was valued at $236,900, and today is listed at 

$402,300.21  This means rent in the City has increased by 100%; the median home price has increased 170%; the average 

Snoqualmie Ride home price has increased 48%, while King County rent has increased 40% and home prices have 

increased 69%.  Although some of the rental and sale price increases in the City can be attributed to inflation, and the fact 

that new houses are more expensive, a large part of the price increases come also with increased size and housing markets 

targeted by private developers. 

 

In the last twenty years, Snoqualmie has striven to support affordable housing 

needs, primarily effected through affordable housing conditions within 

larger, mixed-use projects such as Snoqualmie Ridge I & II.  This provided 

an important balance as large mixed use projects tend to generate lower-wage 

positions, thereby increasing local affordable housing needs. The Mixed Use 

Final Plan (SRI MUFP) for Snoqualmie Ridge (I) originally had multiple 

affordable housing provisions, including a requirement that 10% (or 200 

units) of the total number of homes be affordable to households below 80% 

King County AMI.22 There were other provisions at higher AMI levels but, 

after construction commenced, the City determined that the market would 

naturally meet the requirements at higher AMI levels. As such, the City 

renegotiated, retaining the 200 units required at or below 80% AMI, but then 

releasing other requirements in exchange for a donation of land and 

infrastructure on which Habitat for Humanity could construct 50 homes 

affordable at 50% AMI or below.  As part of the renegotiation, the City also 

received a 10-acre site adjacent to the Habitat for Humanity site off Orchard 

Ave. which it could make available to Habitat or another affordable housing 

provider; this will likely provide 25 units at some point in the future, though 

the site has geographic constraints and may yield fewer units. 

 

The Snoqualmie Ridge II Mixed Use Final Plan (approved in 2004) also requires certain levels of affordable housing.  

MUFP Attachment G requires a minimum of 278 affordable housing “credits” be provided, with a unit affordable at the 

80% level counting as 1 credit, and units priced at 60% or below receiving 1.5 credits.  Since 2006 Snoqualmie Ridge II 

has provided 96 for-sale units affordable to households earning 80% AMI,23 meeting 96 of the total 278 affordable total 

housing credits.  The remaining 182 credits are expected to be met with development of parcel S-20 rental units, which 

could be met with either 122+ 60% AMI units, or a mix of 60% & 80% AMI units for the remaining credit requirements. 

                                                           
21 US Census, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates for the City of Snoqualmie and for King County, WA. 

22 Originally the Snoqualmie Ridge (I) MUFP Affordable Housing Action Plan required that 30% of the total number of homes, or 600 units total, be 
affordable to three income categories: 10% (200 units) for households below 80% of King County AMI; another 10%  for households between 80% 

and 99% AMI; and 10% affordable for households between 100% and 120% AMI. When the City determined that the market would naturally provide 

housing in the higher income categories and the greater need was for housing below 50% and 80% AMI, the city renegotiated the housing plan to 
forego the reporting, monitoring and marketing of units above 80% AMI in exchange for other provisions. Though the developer still had to build the 

actual above-80% AMI units themselves, the reduced monitoring and reporting expenses were considered a viable exchange. 

23 See parcels N1, N2 & S1-A in the June 6, 2006 and August 2006 staff reports.  Another set of affordable units on Parcel S-16, were removed from 
the final plans for their credits to be developed elsewhere. 

Element 5. Community Character details 

the City’s general historical development. 

 

In planning for future affordable 

housing, Snoqualmie Ridge I & II 

provides some interesting insights. For 

instance, aiming for the below 80%, and 

below 60% AMI brackets would better 

target diverse market needs.  Also, 

requiring smaller housing square 

footages would better maintain long-

term affordability. Lastly, developers 

should be required meet their affordable 

housing requirements in more dispersed 

pockets throughout overall project 

development (rather than saving 

affordable housing until the end), which 

would likely alleviate some concerns 

over concentrated affordable housing 

developments in the future. 
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Similarly, the Mixed Use Final Plan approval for Kimball Creek Village required 15%  (40 units) of all homes be 

affordable to households with incomes below 80% AMI.   

  

Both affordable housing demand, and the associated need for affordable housing programs and solutions, are much larger 

than the City alone can address.  Overall, affordable housing is a countywide and regional issue, necessitating that the 

City coordinate its efforts with adjacent cities; King County; housing non-profits; appropriate state and federal agencies. 

In addition, the private sector must be included in the planning and implementation of any strategies for the preservation 

and development of affordable housing.  

 

Tools 

There are many tools available that different stakeholders may use to support affordable housing. For instance, the Puget 

Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) Housing Innovations Program Housing Toolkit24 presents a range of strategies, noting 

whether they best apply to single family development, multifamily, ownership housing, rental, market rate p, and 

subsidized projects.  Other programs that have been recommended for consideration at various times have included:  

¶ Working with major employes to develop employer-assisted housing programs; 

¶ Working with public housing agencies to receive technical assistance; 
¶ Working with  local banks and Credit Unions to investigate allocating community reinvestment funds to support 

new and rehabilitated affordable housing, or other housing that helps meet Comprehensive Plan goals; 

¶ Promoting small unit housing such as for accessory dwelling units via homeowner permitting assistance, waivers 

of some remodeling requirements, and allowing administrative flexibility in review and design; 

¶ Educating landlords about low-income housing programs; 

¶ Providing public education on first-time homebuyer and sweat equity programs; and 

¶ Providing public education on budgeting in housing choices. 

Different programs may be more appropriate in different situations. Affordable housing groups or the above PSRC toolkit 

may help discern which tool is most appropriate at any given time. 
 

 

H. RESIDENTIAL OWNERS ASSOCIATIONS (ROA)  
 

A Homeowner or Residential Owner Associations (HOA/ROA) is a corporation or membership association, regulated by 

internal bylaws and governing documents, established for the purpose of managing lots in a residential subdivision.25 A 

community association defined as a form of Planned Unit or Common Interest Development, ROAs have: mandatory 

membership upon home purchase within ROA boundaries; established governing documents and bylaws; and mandatory 

economic charges levied on owners for association maintenance. In exchange, the association manages common areas, 

manages the joint property interests of the owners, and provides community services for members. 26 Typically private 

developers maintain control of Board voting rights until financial and legal ties to organization responsibilities have been 

dissolved, usually after selling off a specified number of lots.  In the case of the Snoqualmie Ridge ROA, this is when 

90% of the total number of units have been sold off to family homebuyers; or by December 31, 2017; or as the developer 

independently decides to do so.27 

 

There’s more than one ROA in the City, though the largest is the Snoqualmie 

Ridge ROA, which operates by fairly standard norms such as maintaining a body 

of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CCRs) to which residents are 

expected to adhere. The CCRs, various policies and design guidelines, help to 

maintain a desired aesthetic which usually attracts the initial purchase of the 

homebuyer, but can sometimes also cause confusion and even contention over 

                                                           
24 See Puget Sound Regional Council, “Housing Innovations Program,” http://www.psrc.org/growth/hip/, accessed  February 26, 2014.    

25 RCW 64.38.010 Homeowners’ Associations: Definitions. 
26 Community Associations Institute (CAI), “An Introduction to Community Association Living,” (2006), pg. 4. 

www.caionline.org/events/boardmembers/Documents/IntroToCALiving.pdf, accessed  May 14, 2013.   

27 Decaration of Covernancts, Conditions and Restrictions for Snoqualmie Ridge Residential Property, http://www.ridgeroa.com/view/governing-
documents.aspx# , accessed May 14,2013 

The Snoqualmie Ridge ROA, 

established in 1997, covers the 

housing built in Snoqualmie 

Ridge Phase I & Phase II. There 

are presently approximately 3,300 

houses on 2,100 acres within the 

SR ROA.   

http://www.psrc.org/growth/hip/
http://www.caionline.org/events/boardmembers/Documents/IntroToCALiving.pdf
http://www.ridgeroa.com/view/governing-documents.aspx
http://www.ridgeroa.com/view/governing-documents.aspx
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what external housing modifications are permitted and warranted post-purchase, with variations on the degree of 

requirements relating to home  appearance: 

Some CIDs have very general guidelines that allow people to express a certain degree of individuality 

(landscaping, for example, or exterior paint colors) as long as their homes are well-kept. Other CIDs have 

CC&Rs that prohibit residents from choosing their own paint trim colors, planting their own shrubs in their front 

lawn, or even hanging a non-approved color of curtains or blinds in their windows –Homeowner Association 

Basics28 

Current and future ROAs will be important partners for all City initiatives, including programs and policies addressing 

community character, the environment, economic vitality, social cohesion and –of course – housing. 

 

 

I.   HOUSING DIVERSITY AND JOBS/HOUSING BALANCE 

 

Demographic trends in the US show an increase in single-person 

households, single-parent families and shared households of two or 

more unrelated persons.  These demographic shifts influence 

housing demand, as do continued decreases in household size, 

shifting demand for different housing types, and a fluctuating 

economy that impacts housing affordability on multiple levels.   

 

Married couples with young children are currently the largest percentage of the City population, however many service 

jobs for those young families are sometimes met with younger, single-person households.  In addition, Snoqualmie’s 

demographic profile will change as the population grows and matures, with youth sometimes seeking more inexpensive 

housing units with a smaller square footage. 

 

Diversity in the City population should be matched by a diversity of housing 

choices. To respond to changes in the community’s population, 

demographic make-up, lifestyle preferences and the cost of housing, 

Snoqualmie will need to provide opportunities for a mix of housing types 

within the City that include less land-consumptive alternatives to large lot 

single-family homes. Diverse housing types and sizes in appropriate 

locations also supports the jobs/housing balance goals articulated under the 

Community Character, and Land Use elements, as it allows employees of 

multiple income levels to live in the community, along with older people 

and those typically on fixed incomes.Section K of this chapter describes 

some housing types that provide smaller rental and owner-occupied housing 

units which are more affordable and provide a greater choice of living 

arrangements. The Land Use Element provides further analysis on jobs-

housing balance.  

 

 

J.  HOUSING AND THE ENVIRONMENT  

 

There are many ways that housing location, construction, maintenance, occupancy and deconstruction intersect with the 

environment. Reducing the environmental impacts of residential areas requires a host of techniques including code 

updates, education & outreach and partnerships. 

 

It is a fact that the residential built environment shapes the natural 

environment. In 2007 there were 128 million residential units in the U.S., 

though approximately 7.2 million new units were built between 2005 and 

2009 alone. In 2006, residential units accounted for approximately 36% of 

                                                           
28 Thomson Reuters FindLaw, “Homeowner Association Basics,” © 2013, realestate.findlaw.com/owning-a-home/homeowners-association-
basics.html, accessed  May 14, 2013.    

The typical suburban lawn consumes 

10,000 gallons of water on top of 

normal levels of rain; lawns are now 

the largest irrigated crop in America, 

three times the size of US corn crops.29  

Live-Work balance is supported by assessing 

the income levels of jobs within the city, and 

assessing whether those incomes allow for 

purchases from the existing housing stock. See 

Economic Development Element 3, Section H., 

for more analysis on Jobs-Housing balance. 

Workforce Housing 

“Workforce housing refers to 

housing that is affordable to 

households with at least one full-time 

worker in which earned incomes are 

too high to qualify for significant 

federal housing subsidies, and which 

— given local housing market 

conditions — have difficulty 

affording market prices for homes or 

apartments in the communities 

where the residents work.” – PSRC 

Vision 2040, pg. 67 

http://realestate.findlaw.com/owning-a-home/homeowners-association-basics.html
http://realestate.findlaw.com/owning-a-home/homeowners-association-basics.html
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total US energy consumption;29 about 10% of US water consumption is from inside residential units (100 gallons per 

person per day), and almost 30% used outside for landscaping.30 When houses are built or torn down they also pose 

environmental impacts, with construction and demolition (C&D) debris from buildings accounting for 26% of annual 

non-industrial U.S. waste, or approximately 160 million tons per year. All this also comes with climate impacts; residential 

buildings account for 20% of the nation’s total carbon dioxide emissions.31  

 

Many housing topics that impact the environment also impact public health. On average, Americans spend 90% of their 

time indoors, where indoor levels of pollutants may be two - five times higher than outdoors, contributing to asthma 

attacks. Many homes built before 1978 have lead-based paint, which can be passed on to people via paint chips, dust and 

soil deposits. For both toxic metals and indoor air quality, youth are of special concern; asthma is the most common 

serious chronic childhood disease, and the 3rd-most common cause of hospitalizing children under age 15.    

 

Many housing topics that impact the environment also impact the pocketbook. The average U.S. household faces $2000 

a year in energy bills: 50% on space heating, 27% on appliances, 19% on water heating and 4% air conditioning.32  

Washingtonians spends closer to $1,400,33 due to lower power rates from 

supplements of hydro power sources. Although Washington state energy 

codes updates through 2010-2012 are expected to increase energy 

efficiency by 10% to 20%,34 residential energy gains since code 

renovations began in the mid-1980s have thus far been slim. Some studies 

suggest that energy efficiency gains are offset by increases in housing 

size, increased air conditioning use, and the proliferate use of appliances, 

computers and entertainment systems.35  Department of Commerce 

research indicates that, “Adjusted for inflation, the average Washington 

household spent 26% more for home energy in 2010 than in 1998.” 

 

Some green housing improvements are driven by developers responding to the real estate market.  In 2011, the National 

Association of Home Builders reported that most builders expected the average single-family home size to shrink 10%, 

and increased use of green materials such as, “low-E windows; engineered wood beams, joists or tresses; water-efficient 

features like dual-flush toilets and low-flow faucets; and EnergyStar rating for the whole house by 2015.”36 In King 

County, this trend was being reported on in 2010 when data showed that certified green houses “…carried a $92,175 price 

premium, were 12.3% smaller and continued to sell in less time than a non-certified home.”37 Certified green homes in 

King County maintained a consistent 25% share of the market in 2011.38 The market is beginning to support 

environmentally-sensitive housing more, though with green homes retaining higher resale value and providing benefits 

to occupants with higher efficiencies, incentivizing additional green housing features will support the long-term value of 

Snoqualmie’s housing stock.   

 

There are many options to help support green housing in the City, including limited code changes, education and 

partnerships. While the state has led by example with energy code improvements, the ability of the City to follow suit is 

                                                           
29 U.S. EPA, “Buildings and the Environment: A Statistical Summary,” revised April 22, 2009   www.epa.gov/greenbuilding/pubs/gbstats.pdf, 
accessed May 14, 2013.  

30 Milesi, Cristina et al., “Mapping and Modeling the Biogeochemical Cycling of Turf Grasses in the United States,” Environmental Management, 

36:3 (2005), 426-438. Study reviewed in NASA Earth Observatory, earthobservatory.nasa.gov/Features/Lawn/lawn2.php, accessed May 14, 2013 
31 U.S. EPA, “Buildings and the Environment…” Ibid.  

32 U.S. EPA, “Buildings and the Environment: …” Ibid. 

33 Department of Commerce (DOC), “2013 Biennial Energy Report with Indicators,” (2013), www.commerce.wa.gov/Documents/2013-biennial-
energy-report.pdf, accessed May 4, 2013  pg 68 

34 Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance, “NEEA Success Story: Codes,” http://neea.org/docs/success-stories/neea-success-story-

codes.pdf?sfvrsn=6, accessed May 4, 2013.       
35 DOC, “2013 Biennial Energy Report…,” ibid. pg 67 

36 National Association of Home Builders (NAHB), “NAHB Study: New Homes in 2015 will be Smaller, Greener and More Casual,” NAHB 

newsroom,  May 7, 2011. www.nahb.org/news_details.aspx?newsID=12244, accessed May 4, 2013.    
37Ben Kaufman, “Green Homes Outselling the Rest of the Market,” Daily Journal of Commerce,  February 18, 2010. 

 www.djc.com/news/en/12015059.html accessed May 4, 2013. 

38 Ben Kaufman, “GreenWorks January 2012 ECert Report Update,” KW Greenworks, greenworksrealty.com/e-cert_report/e-cert_report.php?t=e-
cert_report, accessed May 4, 2013.      

Much of Snoqualmie’s housing was 

built before 2010 -2012 code updates. 

Furthermore, homes built before 1980 

did not require insulation, increasing 

their heating and cooling costs.  This 

can be harder on renters, where lack of 

ownership disallows improvements, 

sometimes increasing costs for those 

with fewer resources to address them. 

http://www.epa.gov/greenbuilding/pubs/gbstats.pdf
http://earthobservatory.nasa.gov/Features/Lawn/lawn2.php
http://www.commerce.wa.gov/Documents/2013-biennial-energy-report.pdf
http://www.commerce.wa.gov/Documents/2013-biennial-energy-report.pdf
http://neea.org/docs/success-stories/neea-success-story-codes.pdf?sfvrsn=6
http://neea.org/docs/success-stories/neea-success-story-codes.pdf?sfvrsn=6
http://www.nahb.org/news_details.aspx?newsID=12244
http://www.djc.com/news/en/12015059.html
http://greenworksrealty.com/e-cert_report/e-cert_report.php?t=e-cert_report
http://greenworksrealty.com/e-cert_report/e-cert_report.php?t=e-cert_report
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limited, as the City cannot mandate single family building requirements that 

go beyond state code without overcoming a long list of regulatory 

challenges. However, the City can provide assistance to support green 

housing developments through assessing landscaping and zoning codes by 

either relaxing codes that may restrict the ability to add green features, such 

as moderate height exceptions for PV solar panels, or placing some 

additional requirements, such as requiring all irrigation systems to include 

rain sensors, or requiring housing demolition activities to recycle debris as 

able. These small changes can go a long way when multiplied by a few 

hundred or few thousands homes. Beyond in-city renovations, the City can 

help promote good housing maintenance to maximize efficiencies and 

minimize utility costs through education, and by working with partners such as local utilities, housing associations, non-

profits and coordinated regional groups on green building issues. 

 

 

K.  HOUSING TYPOLOGY 
 

To achieve housing density and affordability goals for the City, developments will likely have to consider a wide range 

of housing types. The following housing types are some examples of less land-consumptive alternatives to large lot single-

family homes. 

¶ Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) & “Carriage” Units. These units are added living spaces that are structurally 

distinct from the main structure. Also known as "grandmother apartments," these can be achieved by adding an 

apartment over the garage, or a free standing cottage behind a larger home on the same lot. ADUs can double the 

number of units per acre,39 providing many advantages to the renter without the full burden of the land cost.  

¶ Adaptive Reuse. Old commercial buildings no longer fit for commercial use can be altered to accommodate 

housing.40 Housing projects seeking environmental certification can usually benefit from the ability to renovate 

existing structures.  

¶ Co-housing.  In a co-housing situation, residents own their own home but share a yard and common dining and 

entertainment facilities with their neighbors. Co-housing offers a lifestyle option welcomed by many for its social 

benefits, and can reduce costs due to smaller individual lot sizes and living units.  

¶ Cottage Housing & Garden Apartments.  Cottage housing usually provides 4-12 units  of detached single family 

homes, often less than 1,000 square feet but rarely larger than 1,200 square feet apiece, surrounding a common 

landscaped courtyard.  Typically provided with condominium ownership, cottages create a single-family product at 

densities more typical to multifamily arrangements.41 

¶ Duplex & Multi-plex units. Duplexes are generally two-unit buildings vertically divided with separate external 

entrances for each unit. Multiplexes consist of multiple, smaller attached dwellings such as double-duplexes, 

quadraplexes, maisonettes, etc..42 Multiplex buildings can be designed to appear as large single family homes while 

still exposing each owner to a smaller portion of the base land cost.  As such, they can assist in providing more 

affordable housing, while fitting well into single family neighborhoods as infill or new subdivision sections.   

¶ Live/Work units. Live/work units usually have a second-story residential floor above a non-residential first floor, 

with a direct internal connection between the living space and ground-floor office or work space.  The arrangement 

is ideal for self-employed individuals with limited work-space needs, such as attorneys, artists, hair stylists, real estate 

agents, accountants and so forth; they can also be provided with a light-industrial arrangement for welders, 

mechanics, and carpenters. Live/work units are a good transitional use between commercial and residential areas.  

                                                           
39 Definition partially adopted from Land-Based Classification Standards (LBCS) developed for the Federal Highway Administration (FHA). Posted 

by the American Planning Association (APA), 2010. 
40 The Housing Partnership, “The Right Size Home: Housing Innovation in Washington,” supported by the Washington State Housing Finance 

Commission; 2005. http://www.mrsc.org/artdocmisc/M58RightSize.pdf 

41 IBID. The Housing Partnership. 
42 LBCS: Definition partially from LBCS for the FHA; Posted APA 2010. http://www.planning.org/lbcs/standards/structure.htm 

By law, ROAs must allow for the 

installation of solar energy panels, 

though they may require panels to 

conform to the slope of the roof. The 

Snoqualmie Ridge ROA CCRs 

allows solar panels so long as they 

meet this requirement, and proceed 

through the modifications committee. 

See RCW 64.38.055.  

http://www.mrsc.org/artdocmisc/M58RightSize.pdf
http://www.planning.org/lbcs/standards/structure.htm


H O U S I N G   4 - 23 

 

Snoqualmie 2032: Snoqualmie Comprehensive Plan . Updated 2014   

 

¶ “Mingles” Houses.  Mingles Houses are houses or apartments designed for two unrelated single people or groups of 

people living together, usually with two equal master bedrooms, each with a bath, but with shared kitchen, living, 

and dining spaces.  This form of housing is particularly suitable for adults living together as roommates or for a single 

parent living with a grown child, and offers the economic advantage of a shared rent or mortgage. 

¶ Rowhouses & Townhouses. Row and townhouses usually have three or more separate dwelling units divided 

vertically, with each unit accessed by separate entrances onto a front and rear yard.43 When constructed properly, 

rowhouses can provide energy savings through reducing outdoor exposure of one wall to heating/cooling drains, 

while smaller yards per occupant leads to reduced base land and maintenance costs.  

¶ Second-story units above non-residential uses.  These are second-story apartments offered above street-level shops, 

offices or light-industrial uses, but differ from live/work units in that the residential floor does not directly access the 

commercial uses below. When commercial areas include residences, merchants can watch the streets by day while 

residents can watch them on the evenings and weekends.  The result is a safer neighborhood throughout the week, 

while also providing more potential customers for local merchants. 

¶ Seniors and Disabled resident housing types.  Such housing includes single story homes, ground-floor apartment 

flats, boarding houses and assisted living facilities.  

¶ Small-Lot Detached/Single Family Homes. A housing type well-suited for workforce housing, small lot single-

family dwellings of 5,000 –7,000 square feet (sq ft) are an excellent way to foster affordable, neighborhood-style 

housing.44 Small lot allowances stimulate smaller square footage units and more affordable homes; some cities have 

recorded minimum lot areas as low as 2,500 sq ft. While the historic 1940 lot area average was 3,000 sq ft, typical 

lots today average 7,000 –10,000 sq ft.45 

¶ Zero Lot Line Homes. A Zero-Lot Line home is when at least one structural wall is built right on the property line. 

Although this unit type is falling towards disuse because of its overlap with other housing typologies, many land-use 

databases retain this description as independent homes can fall into this category.46  Zero-lot line allowances can 

benefit housing designers by helping maximize open space, and flexibility in landscaping or indoor spatial 

arrangement. These benefits can also incur associated burdens, such as fewer buffers for noise and/or privacy.   

 

 

 

 

                                                           
43 IBID. (Definition partially from LBCS for the FHA; Posted APA 2010.  

44 Parker, Robert AICP. “Zoning Practice,” Q&A following article "A National Survey of Development Standards and the Impact on Housing 

Affordability," March 2008. http://www.planning.org/zoningpractice/ask/2008/mar.htm  
45 Seattle 23.43.008  has the 2,500 sq ft minimum; for additional code examples and historic small lot requirement, see:  

http://www.commerce.wa.gov/DesktopModules/CTEDPublications/CTEDPublicationsView.aspx?tabID=0&alias=CTED&lang=en&ItemID=1064&

MId=944&wversion=Staging 
46 IBID. (Definition partially from LBCS for the FHA; Posted APA 2010. http://www.planning.org/lbcs/standards/structure.htm) 

http://www.planning.org/zoningpractice/ask/2008/mar.htm
http://www.planning.org/lbcs/standards/structure.htm

